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ABSTRACT 

In 1990, a national survey was conducted of state 
directors of community and junior colleges regarding student transfer 
reporting and analysis. Responses were received from 45 of 50 states 
for a 90% response rate, although Maine and South Dakota were dropped 
from the study t>ecause they indicated that they did not have a 
community college system. Study findings included the following: (1) 
8 states (19^;) indicated they had an official definition of transfer, 
while another 20 states (47%) used a Working definition of student 
transfer for reporting purposes; (2) 31 states (72%) had the capacity 
to report the numtJer of students who transferred from public 
community colleges to public four-year/upper-division colleges; (3) 
five states (16%) calculated a student transfer rate, while two 
states (5%) were reassessing their student transfer rate formulas; 
(4) seven states (16%) recommended the use of the most general data 
availat)le to compute a student transfer rate, while 26 states (60%) 
either were uncertain about the most effective way to compute a 
transfer rates or did not respond; (5) 23 state directors (53%) 
reported havr.ng the authority to adopt a national transfer reporting 
and analysis stan(dard should one be recommended, and 11 state 
directors (26%) were prepared to recommend such a standard or policy 
in their states, while 30 (70%) were uncertain/did not respond and 2 
(5%) would not recommend such adoption; and (6) responses from 14 
state directors inc:icated that the time required to implement such a 
standard on transfer ranged from 6 months to 4 years, with the 
average being 20 months. A copy of the test instrument, response 
totals, and pie-charts are included. (^IMC) 
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NATIONAL COUNCIL OF STATE DIRECTORS OF COMMUNITY/JUNIOR COLLEGES 
Committee to Study the Definition of College Transfer 



Suxvty of Sute Directors on StmSent Transfer Reporting and Analysis 

An Ovcfview of the Findings 

RctpniracndatiQp: 

That the National Council aq>UM^c the i>ossibiU(ks for a pilol dcmonstratioo project to study the 
definitioD of transfer student and to tesf different models of state reportiiig for analyus of stiuleat 
transfer trends and that it investigate ^he availability of resources to undertake such an effort* 

Major findinps : 45 States (90%) responded to the survey, but only 43 states were used b the analysis since 
two states (Maine and South Dakota) indicated that they do not have a community college 
system, 

1) Policy Reporting Responsibility : Eight State community college agcodes (19%) are responsible for 
reporting to state legislative bodies on student transfer. 

2) Definition of Student Transfer 

a. Eight States (19%) have an offidal defmition of transfer. 

b. Another 20 States (47%) use a working defmition of student transfer for reporting purposes. 

3) State Reporting Capadtv: 

31 States (72%) have the cipadty to report the number of sludcnb who transfer from public 
community colleges to public four-ycar/upper-division colleges. 

4) Computation of Student Transfer Rates 

a. Five States (16%) currently calculate a student transfer rate. 

b. Two Stales (5%) arc reassessing their student transfer rale formulae- 

5) State Agency Perspectives on the Most Valid Ap proach to Compute Stiident Transfer Ratq^< ^ 

a. Seven States (16%) would recommend use of the most general data available to compute a 
student transfer rate. 

b. 26 States (60%) appear to be uncertain ab 3Ut the most effective way to compute a student 
transfer rale or did not respond. 
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*• rZoriiy to «dolH *nd analysis standard w poUcy oo transfer should 

ooe be rccommexuied. 

^' to rccommcrdTdoi ir^^ such a standard or poUcy in their slates^ wWe 30 (70%) arc 
uncertain or did not respond, and 2 (5%) would not recommend such adoption. 

c T'TT r T"''^ i» nr'r-f -"^^ ^ Responses from 14 State Directors 

range from 6 months to 4 years, with an average of 20 months. 

('nnclustons: 

The National Counril should assist its members to address the need for accountability with respect 
to Itudent transfer. It can best do this by working ^vith States which have existing pohaes or wbch 
„«iy developing reporting and analysis modeU and with other states mterested m technu^ 
distance to support their Jlanning and capacity building for transfer reportmg systeui development. 



Nole : 45 states responded to the survey. 

Alabama. Alaska, Arizona, Arkansas, California, Colorado. Connecticut, Delaware. Rorida, Hawau, 
W^o minoMndSTSva, Kentucky. Louisiana, Maine. Maryland, Massachj^etts^ 

M^^P n^ Mbne^a, Missi^ippi, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, New Jersey. New Mexico. 
New !o\ North ciolina, North Dakota, Ohio. Oklahoma, O.egon, Pennsyivan.a, Rhode Island. 
South Carolina, South Dakota, Tennessee. Texas, Utah, Virginia, Washmgton, W«t Virgmia. 



For more information, contact: Dale F. CampbcU 

Assistant Commissioner 

Community CoUcges and Technical Institutes Division 
Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board 
P.O. Box 12788 
Austin, Texas 78711 
(Sn) 483^250 
FAX: (512) 483-6169 
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National Council of Statt Oirtctor* of Coiwunlty/ Junior ColUgts 

fn piiiutpp to St yriv the Definition of College Transfer 

SURVEY FINDlNfiS 
(October 1, 1990) 

1 ^ vour aaenyw responsible for report ino to the state legislative body 
ffTi fftt|4ent transfers for YQUr stite? 

IX&a Percent 

Coawunity college agency 8 19 

Another state agency 6 14 

No state agency 2; w 

Other 3 7 

Total 43 100 



2. nnff c vnur 5tat < > have an OFF I CIAL definition (i.e.. specified bV iXiWiVS 
anri /ar fonrlanv define in r ules or reporting procedures of the iqenCY 
r^5P 9pc1h1e for rep orting^ of "transfer student?" 

££fifl Percent 
Yes 8 19 

No 34 79 

Other 1 2 

Total 43 100 

2.A. If ygs. how dnes vour state OFFICIALLY define "transfer Student?" 

O fficial Definition of Transfer! Div erse Eleaents of Current 
State PoHcitS 

Number of sta t.ps reporting Yes; 8 out of 43 {\9%i 
fn pion Characteristics in D e f inUion Of a Tran s fgr Stujen . t : 

a) First-titne transfer : A student seeking to enroll in another 
institution for the first t1»e 

b) Credential -seeking : A student with a goal of earning a 
degree or certificate in another institution 

c) Credit-issue : A student who has earned or attempted some 
amount of academic credit at an initial institution 



Note: Percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding. 
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FIGURE 1 



State Reporting Responsibility for Student Transfer 

(Number of States Responding in Parentheses)^ 

Another 
Agency (6) 



No State 
Agency (26) 




•Survey results from NCSDC/JC Committee to study 
the definition of College Transfer: n>43 (October 1990) 
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3. If HO to 12, VP"'- sta t^ use i WORKlNfi definition of "trinsftr 

££fifl Percent 

Yes 20 S9 

NO il 32 

Other/No response 3 9 

Total 34 100 

3-4. If YES. % |^at is the wo rklno definition of 'transftr Student?" 

y 9r| i ;1na Ptfini tion of Transfar Studtnt - A state's definition My be 
classified into More than one category. The niMber of states 
responding Is Indicated in parentheses belOM. 

a. Most freouent tvpc of definition : anyone accepted for transfer 
from one higher education institution to another. (12) 

b. Second most freouent response tvoes: 

Some states have highly articulated agreements which 
facilitate or guarantee transfer of course credits. (4) 

Each higher education institution has its own unique 
definition. (4) 

c. ?tf^er charact eristics of the Norkino definitions: 

(1) Workinii definitions based on earned credit: The state 
specifies a given nuaber of se«ester credit hours earned 
at tlae of adnisslon, ranging fro* 1 to 30 (with one 
state excluding correspondence courses, CLEP or other 
advanced standing test credits). 

(2) Flexible work ing definitions: The state uses a variety 
of definitions, depending on the research and reporting 
requireMnts, with the state not having an official 
definition. 

(3) Umitations on the workino definition: So«e states have 
very specific criteria or elements of a definition 
Halted to certain groups; for example, they may identify 
one or nore of the following: 

- first-tiae transfers, 

- students fro« state coonunity colleges, 

- students who had full-time conwunity college 
enrollnent status prior to transfer, 

- conmunity college graduates, 

- students with no Associate Degree, 

- degree-seeking students, and 

- 1 tlBe-lioit for transfer within four years of 
entering a conwiunity college 

Note: Percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding. 2 
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FIGURE 2 



Definition of Transfer Student 

(Number of StaU« Rtportlng In Par»nth«»«i)- 



If No, 

Has Official Definition Has Working Definition 




'Preliminary retulU from NCSDC/JC Gommltto* to study tho 
definition of College Transfer: n-43 (Oot. 1990) 
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(4) Wq working definition ; Among th*. stitts thil do not have 
Sii SffUiil definftiS n, tt^ost one-thlrd of the* (11. or 
32%) reported thit they do not have a working definition 
of transfer students either. 



4. p ^ ^^ vnur statf '^y higher education data collection SYSteW y 

y;^}n/iUi::"tii^^ ^^ii^^ report the number of student? vhi. 

'""j^ ^fyy. frn«^!!hTir7Sii! ^^ public four-veir or upper-. 

ij4u4c^^yp cnngqes or universities? 



Yes 
No 

Other 



Freo Percent 

31 72 

8 19 

4 9 



Total 43 100 

If YES, does VQur state cofflout? ^tudent transfer rates? 



Yes 
No 

Other 

Total 



Freo 


Percent 


S 


16 


24 


77 


2 


7 


31 


100 



5.a Whirh state aq»>ngv is resp onj^ible to the state legislative bodv fpr th? 
g?nirutni"" of transfer rates? 

Er^ Percent 

Conwunity College Agency 2 5 

Another state agency 2 5 

Other 2 5 
No state agency/Do not compute 

transfer rates/No response 37 86 

Total 43 100 



Note: Percentages nay not add to 100% due to rounding. 
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Figure 3 



States' Reporting Capacity on Student Transfer 

(Number of States Reporting in Parentheses)* 



If Yes, 

Have Reporting Capacity Computes Transfer Rates 




•Survey results from NCSDC/JC Committee to study 
the definition of College Trsnsfer: n-43 (Oct. 1990) 



5-b To compute a student transfer rate requires a fonmila: a nuaerator wit., the 
nuRber of students who transfer and a denoiinator with the nuwter of 
students enrolled who are eligible for transfer within a specified tiae 
period, what groups dnes vour sta tt currently use for the numerator and 
! ^i>nAin<nator in f hp gft«>utatlon of transfer rates frow public 
^S lj^^^w/ to pu blic four-vear or uDoer-divislon colleges 

and universities? 



Coanutation of Student T ransfer Rates; (n«43) 

(1) States with foraula (n-3, 7. OX) 

New Mexico ; A/f (A: Numerator - # of students who transfer fro« a 
public conwunity college to a public four-year institution in a given 
year, divided by F: Denominator « I of unduplicated public coomunity 
college students enrolled for credit in a given academic year) 

Kentucky ; Number of degree -seelcing students (not including those with 
an associate degree) that attended a university the fall senester 
after attending a community college, divided by the number of 
headcount enrol lees at the cosmunity college 

Maryland : Denominator: First-ti«e full-t1»e, freshmen cohort who 
entered in prior year, divided by Numerator: Any of this cohort 
which has shown up in fall semester at a four-year campus (full-time 
or p vt-time) in subsequent four-year period. 

(2) str^ ^gs currently reasses sing their formula (n-2; 4.7%) 
Colorado and Iowa 

(3) Other conments. do not compute transfer rates or no response (n-38, 
88.4%) 



S-c. Hnw regularly the analysis done? 



Once a year 
Once every two years 
Once every three years 
Once every four or more years 
No set schedule 
Other/Do not do analysis/ 
No response 

Total 



Freq 


Percent 


4 


9 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


3 


7 


36 


84 


43 


100 



Note: Percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding. 
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6-» M ar. inttrtft-d in t«kri«indii< .Aldi dtt. ttiMott .rt tv.Hablt in ypur >t.tt (at your io«Ky «id 
/ofoth«ri)»*ieh-oul<iptmitth*etlcuHtionof th«folto«in«: <ft-4S) 

Oat« ElMMntft Currancly Available? 

NO 

TE$ NO UNgKTillM KE5P0MS£ 

JtrcwX Ptrcant Nrcant ^rcant 



(A) 



(I) 



(D) 



(E) 



(G) 



(I) 



MUNEKATOW {•lAKSfE* DATA ELEMEIITS) 

• of ftudMt* 1*0 tr»n»f«r fro* i public cowwnity 
coiltgt to a piAlic four-ytar ijwtitutton in a givan 
•cadaaiie year 



« of atudaflti Mho trmafaf fro« a piAlic c<mmjn\t)f 
colltflt to a pi*lic four-ytar Inatitution ii a givto 
■cadaaic ytar and y(>o had tarmd at least 12 cradit 
hours at th« coanuiity collafl* 

f of ftudtnts Mho tranaf ar fro« a pil>Uc ccss.'^ity 
colltg* to a p»i>l»c four-ytar inatitution in a «iven 
acadaffic ytar, txcludii^ $tudtnt» %*o had «arn«i 6 or 
■ort crtdit hours at a four-ytar institution prior to 
or durinfl that acadtalc ytar 



f of ttudtnts Mho tranafar fro» • piiJlic co^*iity 
eollcfit to a public four-ytar inatitution and »<»o 
ccMpltttd at Itait 12 cradit hourt at tha four-ytar 
inttitution in a a^vry acadatiic ytar afttr thtir 
tranafar 

Canbination of abe^w or other (PlttM dtfina): 



0£MOmHATO> (EMOtUeUT OATA ELCTEHTS) 

# of iridif>licattd public co«uiity coUtgt »tud«^t» 
tnrollad for crtdit in a fivtn acadt«ic ytar 

f of irdupHcattd public coiMuntty eollt9«e ftodtnta 
Mho had aamtd at t«»t 12 cradit hOMrt at th« and of 

• givtn acadatiic ytar at the eollejt 

i of iTK^ilicattd pU>lic cowiuiity collt^t atudtota 
Nho had not tarntd 4 or ■or« cradit hours at a fow- 
year institution prior to or during a given acadtwic 
year 

i of ir*4>lic«ted (x4)lic coawunity colltflt ttudenti 
uho enrolltd in the college in any ter« Ajrinfl a 
fliven acadewic year but who did not re-eoroU in t^it 
subsequent acadewic year 



<j) ContJination of above or othar (Pteise define): 



note: Percentages not tdd to lOOt <*je to rotJvUng. 



(n) 


(n) 


(n) 


(n) 


69.8 


23.3 


4.7 


2.3 


(30) 


(10) 


(2) 


(1) 


a.8 


41.9 


7.0 


2.5 


(21) 


(18) 


(3) 


(1) 


23.3 


S8.1 


16.3 


2.3 


(10) 


<25) 


(7) 


(1) 


41.9 


44.2 


11.6 


2.3 


(18) 


(19) 


(5) 


(1) 


4.7 


0.0 


4.7 


90,7 


(2) 


(0) 


(2) 


(39) 


88.4 


4.7 


0.0 


7.0 


(38) 


(2) 


(0) 


(3) 


6S.^ 


23.3 


2.3 


9.3 


(28) 


(10) 


(1) 


(4> 


27.9 


55.5 


9.3 


9.3 


(12) 


(23> 


(4) 


(4) 


S5.8 


2S.6 


9,3 


9.3 


(24) 


(11) 


(4) 


(4) 


7.0 


0.0 


4.7 


88.4 


(3) 


(0) 


(2) 


(38) 
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6-b (a) Based on the above definitions of niwerator and denominator and/or 
their coobinations, please Idarttifv the data elewents (bv caoital 
]PttPrs\ that should be Incl uded in the computation of transfer rates 
t ff facilitate valid coftoarisons for vour state: 



Miyy^ VyHd Aoarflach 



Erfifl Percent 



Would recoomend the nost 

general data elements CV^) 7 16 
Would recoonen^ more specific 

numerator and/or denominator 10 23 

Uncertain 16 37 

No response 10 23 

Total 43 100 



7. Tf thP National Council of State Directors of C ommunity/Junior Coneoes 
;.n,j/^r yere to recommend a National reportino and analysis standard 

P?11tY 0" transfer; 

a. Dn vou have authority to adopt it? 

£££g Percent 

Yes 23 53 

No 6 14 

Uncertain 7 16 

No response 7 16 

Total 43 100 

b. ^< ^\^^A vou recommend adopting It i n vour state? 

iCfiH Percent 

Yes 11 26 

No 2 6 

Uncertain 24 56 

No response 6 14 

Total 43 100 

c. If YES to (a) and (b), how much time would be necessary to allow for 
modification s of reporting and analysis systems before full 
implementat ion in your state? 

Average (n-14): 20 months 



Note: Percentages may not add to 100% due to roundirg. 
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FIGURE 4 



Perception of State Community College Agencies: 
Most Valid Approach for Computing Student Transfer Rates 

(Number of State* Responding In Parentheses)* 




•Survey results from NC80C/JC Committee to study 
the definition of College Trsnsfer: n*43 (Oct. 1990) 
••Use more specific numerator snd/or denominator 



FIGURE 5 



State Com-Tiunity College Agency Directors: 
Adopting National Policy on Transfer 

(Number of States Responding In Parentheses)* 



Have Authority to Adopt Would Recommend Adopting 




•Survey results from NCSDC/JC Committee to study 
the definition of College Trinsfer: n-43 (Oct. 1990) 
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8. 



O ther Concerns and Issue s of Student Transfer Reoortino and Analysis 
Identified In the National Council of State D irectors Survey 



(1) Problems with Student Tr ansfer Rate Computation 

a. Some states have unique higher education systems which obscure 
community college transfer issues 

b. There are major difficulties in defining and measuring "student 
intent," yet it cannot be Ignored in any analysis of transfer 
rates. 

c. State may be able to obtain the necessary formula data elements 
from existing reporting systems, but institutions of higher 
education may not use standardized definitions of terms. 

d. Several states challenged the usefulness of a single-measure 
student transfer rate. 

e. Most colleges and states should probably report several 
different types of transfer rates. 

f . Importance of defining critical student performance outcomes and 
institutional effectiveness measures rather than emphasizing 
student transfer rates 



(2) Management Information System Problems 

a. Smaller states may not have the expertise or resources. 

b. Private colleges may not have the data collection capacity; 
exclusion of out-of-state transfer figures distorts any rate. 

c. Community college student leavers often take several years off 
before they enroll in a four-year institution. 



(3) Student Tran sfer Reporting and Analysis Models 

a. States with existing definitions, articulation policies and/or 
reporting procedures of potential relevance: Washington, New 
Jersey, Massachusetts, Delaware, New Mexico and Rhode Island 

b. States currently developing models which could potentially 
assist others in their planning for modifications of reporting 
systems: 

California, Colorado, Maryland, South Carolina and Illinois 

(4) Importance of the transfer issue for Hispanic and Black students 
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